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REMARKS 

The Applicants do not believe that examinalion of the rcspuDse 
contained herein will result in the introduction of new matter into the presenl 
application for invention. Therefore, the Applic;ints, respectfully, request that the 
response contamcd herein be entered in and lhai the claims to the present 
application, kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Final Office Action dated November 1 7, 2005 has been received aiid 
considered by the Applicants. Ci*unis 1 -20 are pending in the present application for 
invention. Claims 1-7, 10 and 16-20 are rejected by ihe November 17, 2005 Final Ollice 
Action. Claims 8-9 are objeL-ted to for depending inm a rejected claini but are otherwise 
statc-s as being allowable. Claim 1 1-^IS are allowed 

The Examiner suggests that the Applicant provide specification headings. 
Ak discussed in the previous response made by the Applicant, 37 CFR 1 ,77(b) docs not 
require that tlic various sections of the specification to a utility application have a section 
heading. The only requirement is that the sections appear in a particular order. The 
section of 37 CFR 1 .77(h) that the Examiner refers only provides a suggestion and there 
is no requirement that the specification specifically have section headings. Accordingly, 
the Applicant, respectfully, det:lines to add specification headings as suggested by the 
F.xaminca' because they are nnt required. 

Claims I and 16 are objecled lo for informalities* The Examiner slates 
that no positive steps for recording information are recited in Claim 1 and 16. The 
Applicant, respectfully, disagrees. Claims 1 and 16 distinctly point out and particularly 
recite positive steps for recording iofonnation. The Hxaminer lurther objects to Claim 16 
due to informalities. The first informality for 'tlie rec4)rding area of the" is the result of a 
word processing error. The forgoing amendment ha^ corrected this oversight to define - 
the recording area-; thus, obviating this objection. 

The second informality relates to the terra ""'the data packet effected". 
Claim 1 6 defines subject matter for a defective block that is recorded via a replacement 
recording in a replacement zone of said user area wherein the replacement recording 
comprises recording a pliurality of successive data packets following the data packet 
effected. Claim 16 further defines that the information lo be recorded is divided ijito data 
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packets having the size of a bltKk and successive data packets are recorded in diflerent 
blocks. The recitation for Oit; defective block to be recorded using a replacement 
recording in a replacement zone neccssilales that the defective data packet effected within 
the defective block is recorded v/ithin the replacement zone. Claim 16 inherently defines 
the subject matter for the data packet effected by the defective block. Accordingly, the 
Applicant doe<; not believe that any correction is rcquired. 

Claims 1-7, 10 and 16-20 are rejected under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,914,928 issue in the name of Takahashi 
(hereinafter referred to as i akahashi V 

Regarding Claim 1, the rejection asserts that TakahasJii disclose all the 
elements of the rejected claims. The Examiner alleges that the replacement zone of 
Takaha shi ha.s a size that can change dynamically. The Applicant, respectfiilly, 
disagrees. The subject matter lor the replacement zone having a six.e that can change 
dynamically i$ not disclosed or suggested by Tak ahashi or any of the cited prior art 
references. 

In Takahaslii at column 14, lines 24-29, discusses the replacement of 
defective sectors by sectors and specifically states that "the number of spare blocks for 
replacement is a prcdctenmined number." 

fakaha shi at column 14, line 66-colum,o 15, line 2 statesthat if "defective 
data sector found during certification is replaced (exchanged) by the first good sector 
following the defective sector, and cau.^ a slip of one sector towards the end of the 
gn>up. The last data sector slips into the spare sector area of the group." the 
replacement area in Takahashi may contain originally rea>rded sectors in addition to 
replacement sectors. In Takahashi the replacement sectoi?i may be written in the "Data 
Area** in addition to the replacement areas, llie replacement area as tauglil by 1akaha.shi 
dotfjs not change size Jiist because it may contain originally recorded sectors. 

There is no disclosure or suggestion for the replacement area as taught by 
TakahasM to dynamically change size. ITierefbre, this rejection is traversed. 

Regarding rejected Claims 2, 4 J 7 and 19, the Examiner alleges that 
T akaha.shi teaches a method as claimed in Claim 1, wherein, prior to the recording 
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session, a given pari of the freely accessible addre$s^»ble user area is reserved as a 
replacement zone at column 14, lines 37-45. The Applicants, respectftilly, point out ihat 
column 1 4, lines 37-45 of l akah ashi slate that the spare blocks are used for replacement 
of defective sectors. The sptirc blocks arc not discU>sed or suggested by lakahashi as 
being u,sabTe as a freely accessible addressable user area. Takahashi only discloses that 
the "spare blocks can be used for replacement of defective sectors" (see coliunn 14, lines 
41-42). 

Regarding rejected Claims 3 and 18. ihe Examiner further alleges that 
Takahashi teaches a method a$ defined by Claim 1 , wherein, during the recording 
session, an extra part of the freely accessible addresiiable user area is reserved as a 
replacement xone, if necessary on column 14, lines 37-45; and column 15, lines 1-35. 
The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees. The Applicants, respectfiiUyj point out that 
column 14, lines 37-45 of Takahashi slate that the spaie blocks arc used for replacement 
of defective sectors. Ihe spare blocks are not disclosed or suggested by Takahashi are 
being usable as a freely accessible addressable user area. Takahashi only discloses that 
the '*sparc blocks can be used for replacement of defective sectors" (see cohmm 14, lines 
41^2). There is no disclosure or suggestion for part of a freely accessible addressable 
user area being reserved as a replacement urea within Takahashi . Column 15, lines 1-35 
of Takahashj discuss the use of spare blocks for storage of dcfcclive areas. Spare blocks 
are not disclosed or suggested by Takaha shi as being freely accessible addressable user 
areas. Therefore, this rejection is traversed. 

Regarding Claim 5, the Examiner alleges that Takahashi teaches if a 
defective block is encountered during the recording process, a replacement recording is 
made for a file ptirlion comprising a plurality of successive dala packets (Ing. 12, colunm 
15, lines \ -35). The Applicant disagixjcs with this allegalion. Takahashi at column 1 5, 
lines 1-35 teaches that a defective block is exchanged vvith the jSrst available good spare 
block and makes no mention, disclosure or suggestion for a rcplacemenl recording is 
made for a file portion comprising a plurality of successive data packeLs. Therefore, this 
rejection is traversed. 

Rcgaiding Claim 6, Ihe Examiner asserts that Takahashi t eaches a 
recording apparatus adapted to carry out a method as claimed in any one of Claims 1-5. 
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The Applicant, rcspectfijlly, disagrees for the reasons staled in the response to the 
rejection of Ciainv 1-5. 

Regordine Claim 7, the Examiner alleges that Takahashi teaches a 
recording apparatus as defined by rejected Claim 7* The Applicant, rcspc4ctfLily, points 
out thai rejected Claim 7 defines subject matter including n recording apparatus that 
performs the method of Claim I . niererore, rejected Claim 7 defines a replacement 
recording in a replacement zone within the user area wherein the replacement zone has a 
size that can change dynamicaUy during the recording session. There is no disclosure or 
suggestion for the replacement area as taught by Takahashi to dynamically change size. 
Therefore, this rejection is traversed. 

Regarding Claims 10 and 20, the Examiner alleges that Takahashi teaches 
in (Figure 1 8-20 that at least 100 successive packets arc recorded in the other part of the 
user area. The Apphcant disagrees. Iliere is no disclosure of suggestion within 
Takahoshi for 1 00 successive packets are recorded in the other part of the user area, 
Tlicrcforc, this rejection is traversed. 

Claims 1-3 and 6 arc rejected under 35 US.C. §102(b) as being antidpated 
by U.S. Patent No. 6,367,038 issue in the name of Ko (hereinafter referred to as Ko). 
The rejection asserts that Ko discloses all the elements of the rejected claims. Ihc 
rejected claims define subject matter for the replacement zone to have a size that can 
change dynamically during the recording session. The Examiner's position, as stated in 
the Final Ofllce Action, is that since every time a defective block is detected and placed 
in the replacement zone, the remaining available area within the replacement zone is less; 
theivfore, the Examiner a.<;serts that the size of the replacement zone iias changed and that 
this change is dynamic. The Applicant docs not Concur with the reasoning used by the 
Examiner in the Final OtTBce Action. The replacement zone is defined as being within 
the user area by rejected Claim 1. The replacement zone is not dcfmcd as an amount 
remaining within the replacement zone. The rejection attempts to apply a definition to 
the term "replacetnent zone" that is completely contradictory to the definition supphed by 
the rejected claims. The rejected claims define tlic term "replacement ^one'* as a part of 
the user area. The rejection attempts to apply a deiinition to the temi "replacement zone" 
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lhat is not a designated part of the u^r area but instead a portion of thai part that has not 
been used. The Applicant, respecti ally, points out that the rejection does not substantiate 
this h'ne of reasoning that h used in making the rejection. Simply put, the Examiner does 
not provide any rationale U> support the cojatention dsat the term **T^placcmcnt wne" can 
be reasonable be read so broadly to read on *^'an unused portion of the i-cplaecmenl zone'' 
as alleged in the Final Office Action. 

The Applicant, rcspecliUny^ points out that tlic supplementary spare area 
as taught by Ko bos an amount that must be calculated in advance (see col. 6, lines 48- 
50). JTie replncemeat zone as delmed by the rejected claims has a size that can change 
dynamically during the recording session. Accordingly, Ko teaches away from the 
subject matter defined by the rejected claims, there is no disclosure or suggestion Avithin 
Ko Ibr a replacement zone having a size that can change dytianxioally during the 
rcet)nling session. Therefore, this rejetrlion is travsercd. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S*C. §103(a) as being obvious over Ko in 
view of EP 079871 6 by Ymomuro (hcrcinafler refened to as Ymamuroy The rejection 
assertii that Ko disclose all the elements of Claim 5 except if a defective block is 
encountered during the recording proees.s, the replacement recording is made for a file 
portion comprising a the plurality of successive data packets. I he Examiner asserts that 
Ymamuro teaches the (bregoing subject matter. The Applicant disagrees. As discussed 
above by the Applicant, there is no disclosure or suggestion within Kn for a replacement 
zotttf that has a size that can change dynamically during the recording session. Ymamuro 
does not disclose or suggest for a replacement zone that has a size tlial can change 
dynamically during the recording session. Thctx?fore» this rejection is traversed. 
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Applic£mt is not aware of any additional patenls, publications. 



iDformation not previously submitted to the Patent and Treidemark Office which wou. 

requited under 37 CF.R. 1.99. 

In view of thts foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant belie 
that the preseni application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, 
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respectfully, requested. 



Rcspectfiilly submitted, 
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